The Triarchic Assessment Procedure for Inconsistent Responding (TAPIR; Mowle et al., 2016) was recently developed to identify inattentiveness or comprehension difficulties that may compromise the validity of responses on the Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM; Patrick, 2010). The TAPIR initially was constructed and cross-validated using exclusively English-speaking participants from the United States; however, research using the TriPM has been increasingly conducted internationally, with numerous foreign language translations of the measure emerging. The present study examined the cross-language utility of the TAPIR in German, Dutch, Swedish, and Italian translations of the TriPM using 6 archival samples of community members, university students, forensic psychiatric inpatients, forensic detainees, and adolescents residing outside the United States (combined N ϭ 5,404). Findings suggest that the TAPIR effectively detects careless responding across these 4 translated versions of the TriPM without the need for language-specific modifications. The TAPIR total score meaningfully discriminated genuine participant responses from both fully and partially randomly generated data in every sample, and demonstrated further utility in detecting fixed "all true" or "all false" response patterns. In addition, TAPIR scores were reliably associated with inconsistent responding scores from another psychopathy inventory. Specificity for a range of tentative cut scores for assessing profile validity was modestly reduced among our samples relative to rates previously obtained with the English version of the TriPM; however, overall the TAPIR appears to demonstrate satisfactory cross-language generalizability.
The Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM; Patrick, 2010 ) is a self-report inventory developed to operationalize the dimensions of the triarchic model (Patrick, Fowles, & Krueger, 2009 ). The TriPM contains 58 items organized into three subscales intended to measure the distinguishable but intersecting constructs of boldness, meanness, and disinhibition. These scales capture a substantial amount of variance in other psychopathy measures and demonstrate associations with theoretically relevant normal and pathological personality traits (Drislane, Patrick, & Arsal, 2014; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013 ). An increasing number of studies have been published evaluating the validity of this measure in a variety of settings, including community (e.g., Crego & Widiger, 2014; Poy, Segarra, Esteller, López, & Moltó, 2014; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013; Strickland, Drislane, Lucy, Krueger, & Patrick, 2013) and correctional contexts (e.g., Sellbom, Lilienfeld, Fowler, & McCrary, in press; Sellbom & Phillips, 2013; Stanley, Wygant, & Sellbom, 2013) .
Like many existing self-report psychopathy scales (cf. Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005) , the TriPM did not originally include validity scales. This is a potential limitation, as response distortion may pose a serious concern for the validity of scores for numerous reasons (e.g., Lilienfeld & Fowler, 2006; McGee Ng et al., 2016) . For example, respondents completing self-report scales in the context of survey research may not appropriately attend to item content, with current estimates suggesting that 20 -30% of MTurk, campus, and community participants neglect to thoughtfully read each survey question before answering (Necka, Cacioppo, Norman, & Cacioppo, 2016) . Respondents who are unmotivated or careless may significantly threaten the integrity of study data as aberrant responses can result in underestimates of internal consistency, reduced statistical power, attenuated or spurious correlations with criterion variables, and misleading factor structures (Curran, 2016; Fervaha & Remington, 2013; Huang, Liu, & Bowling, 2015; Maniaci & Rogge, 2014) .
Regarding the validity of individual assessments in applied settings, recent studies have noted that random responding on prominent personality measures would, on average, produce profiles that appear more psychologically maladjusted (Benning & Freeman, 2017; Kelley et al., 2016) . That is, respondents who ignore item content when answering may unintentionally appear to have elevated levels of psychopathic traits. These artificially inflated scores would have negative consequences in applied settings, such as forensic contexts in which jurors are prone to judge and sanction defendants described as psychopathic more harshly (Douglas, Nikolova, Kelley, & Edens, 2015) . Thus, scales to identify profile invalidity due to inattentiveness are critical for both research and practical purposes.
The lack of a scale to detect random or careless responding on the TriPM was recently addressed by Mowle et al. (2016) . Using seven samples to identify 13 pairs of highly correlated items on the TriPM, these authors constructed the Triarchic Assessment Procedure for Inconsistent Responding (TAPIR) scale. This scale consisted of six item pairs from the meanness domain, four pairs from boldness, and three pairs from disinhibition, with higher total scores reflecting greater differences between pairs of items that are comprised of similar content and usually endorsed in a consistent manner. ROC curve analyses demonstrated that scores on the TAPIR strongly discriminated between genuine and 1,000 randomly generated TriPM protocols, with Area Under the Curve (AUC) values ranging from .83 to .98. Moreover, TAPIR scores effectively discriminated between genuine protocols and those in which 50% of participant responses had been replaced with randomly generated values, which would approximate a more inattentive, as opposed to fully random, form of aberrant responding.
Although promising, a notable limitation of the Mowle et al. (2016) research was that they constructed and provided initial validity evidence for the TAPIR using English-language versions of the TriPM. The TriPM has been translated into numerous foreign languages, including Brazilian-Portuguese, Chinese, Croatian, Dutch, Finnish, German, Greek, Italian, Portuguese, Spanish, and Swedish (Patrick & Drislane, 2015; Shou, Sellbom, & Han, 2016) . Correspondingly, increasing research on the crosscultural validity of the triarchic model constructs has begun to accrue using these other versions of the TriPM. It is an open question as to whether the TAPIR will perform well using nonEnglish versions of the measure.
The importance of producing functionally equivalent versions of validity scales across different languages has previously been emphasized in studies evaluating the inconsistency scales embedded in the Personality Assessment Inventory (PAI), the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-2 (MMPI-2), and the MMPI-2-RF (Groves & Engel, 2007; Ketterer, Han, Hur, & Moon, 2010; Shkalim, Ben-Porath, Handel, Almagor, & Tellegen, 2016) . These investigations note that changes to items during the translation process to achieve semantic equivalence may alter the degree to which designated pairs of items on an inconsistency scale are endorsed similarly. Furthermore, differences related to language or culture could influence how respondents interpret and acknowledge item content. In some cases, modified language-specific inconsistency scales may need to be developed and investigated.
In light of this concern about the functionality of inconsistency scales with translated inventories, the present study examined the predictive validity of the TAPIR in six archival samples that used four non-English languages: German, Dutch, Italian, and Swedish. Evidence suggesting that the TAPIR can meaningfully discriminate genuine from random and partially random responses across multiple languages and cultures would inspire confidence that the utility of this scale is not limited to particular translations of the TriPM.
To investigate issues of equivalence, we first assessed the interitem correlations for the 13 pairs of items identified by Mowle et al. (2016) for inclusion in the TAPIR across each of our six samples. Next, we compared TAPIR total scores in each of our samples to those from a randomly generated set of 1,000 TriPM protocols to evaluate the predictive validity of the scale across languages. To allow for a more conservative assessment of profile distortion detection, we additionally created comparison samples from the original archival data sets in which 50% of participant responses to TriPM items were replaced with randomly generated data (see Handel, Ben-Porath, Tellegen, & Archer, 2010) . With respect to criterion validity, we analyzed the relation between TAPIR scores and trait conscientiousness, as well as convergence with a measure of inconsistent responding from another self-report psychopathy inventory, the Psychopathic Personality InventoryRevised (PPI-R; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005) . We then partitioned participants into two groups based on proposed TAPIR cut scores and examined how associations between the TriPM and PPI-R differed among consistent and inconsistent respondents. Last, we This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
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conducted a preliminary investigation on the utility of the scale in detecting "all true" or "all false" response styles that may result from participant inattentiveness. Beyond community and undergraduate samples, we also investigated the performance of the TAPIR among forensic psychiatric inpatients and forensic detainees. The utility of inconsistent responding scales for self-report measures is an especially important area of research within forensic settings. For example, arguments have been made that the prevalence of difficulties with comprehension, clarity of thought, or cooperativeness may be greater in forensic and correctional settings and consequently increase the probability of careless or random responding when completing self-report inventories (Graham, 2011; McNulty et al., 2003) . In support of this concern, comparisons between the community and correctional norms for measures of inconsistency embedded in the PAI demonstrate modest to moderate group differences (d Ϸ .40; Edens & Ruiz, 2005) . Based on these findings, a reasonable expectation is that scores on the TAPIR would be somewhat elevated among inpatient and offender samples relative to community samples, at least within the same language.
Method
This study used multiple archival samples in which participants previously completed the TriPM and other measures as part of other research projects. Across samples, only participants who provided responses to at least 90% of the TriPM items were retained for analyses reported here. For all samples, study procedures were approved or deemed exempt from review by the relevant university Institutional Review Boards and agencies providing access to participants.
Sample 1: German University Students
This sample was recruited from the undergraduate student populations of two German universities. Participants were primarily female (57%) with a mean age of 22.92 years (SD ϭ 2.57) and 89% were German native speakers. One subset of the sample completed the study questionnaires in paper-pencil format during classes, whereas the other subset completed the measures in an online survey format. Comparisons restricted specifically to business program students from the in-person (n 1 ϭ 601) and the online (n 2 ϭ 53) studies revealed no significant differences between sample subsets for TriPM Meanness (d ϭ .08) and Disinhibition (d ϭ Ϫ.08), although students from the paper-pencil sample demonstrated somewhat higher Boldness scores compared to the online sample, t(652) ϭ 2.86, p Ͻ .01, d ϭ .22. Complete questionnaire data were available for 1,202 students.
Participants at each university site gave informed consent to take part in the study and provided demographic information such as age, nationality, and native language. Participants then completed the German translations of the TriPM and the PPI-R (Alpers & Eisenbarth, 2008) . For the paper-pencil versions administered at the first university site, the PPI-R and TriPM were administered in sequential order. In the online administration at the second university site, two additional self-report personality measures were completed and questionnaires were presented in randomized order. Participants who completed the paper-pencil version did not receive compensation. Participants in the online study took part in a lottery for three book vouchers.
Sample 2: Dutch Community Members
The first Dutch sample consisted of 535 participants (49.3% male) drawn from general and university populations. Eligibility criteria required that participants be at least 18 years of age, be proficient in the Dutch language, and be without any mental disorder. The majority of the sample was Western European (80.0%; Middle and South American, 1.7%; Southern European, 1.3%; other, 3.1%) with a mean age of 27.70 years (SD ϭ 13.09). Participants were recruited through social networking websites or participated through a university course in exchange for credit. After providing written informed consent, participants responded to demographic questions and, among other questionnaires, completed the Dutch translation of the TriPM (Soe-Agnie et al., 2011; van Dongen, Drislane, Nijman, Soe-Agnie, & van Marle, 2017) . In addition, a subgroup of the sample (n ϭ 360) completed the Dutch translation of the PPI-R (Uzieblo et al., 2006) .
Sample 3: Dutch Forensic Psychiatric Patients
The second Dutch sample was composed of 299 forensic psychiatric patients (92.7% male) recruited from two separate institutions in the Netherlands: a high security forensic psychiatric center and a forensic substance abuse treatment facility. Participants were primarily Western European (66.0%), followed by Middle and South American (13.3%), Southern African (9.7%), Southern European (5.7%), Northern African (4.3%), and Eastern European (0.7%). The mean age was 38.24 years (SD ϭ 9.19). The majority of forensic inpatients from the high security center had a primary diagnosis of a psychotic spectrum disorder (35.3%) or antisocial personality disorder (20.7%), whereas primary diagnoses known for patients from the forensic substance abuse treatment facility were exclusively substance abuse or dependence. After providing written informed consent, participants completed demographic information and, among other questionnaires, the Dutch translation of the TriPM (Soe-Agnie et al., 2011; van Dongen et al., 2017) . Additionally, a subgroup of the sample (n ϭ 132) completed the Dutch translation of the PPI-R (Uzieblo et al., 2006) . Participants received a snack item as compensation.
Sample 4: Swedish Forensic Detainees
This sample consisted of 91 detainees (92% male) ranging in age from 17 to 83 years (M ϭ 38.00, SD ϭ 13.20). These participants were undergoing presentence forensic psychiatric evaluation at the Departments of Forensic Psychiatry (Stockholm or Gothenburg), National Board of Forensic Medicine in Sweden (see Sturup et al., 2014 , for a detailed description of this process). Forensic psychiatric evaluations are commissioned by the court system according to the Swedish Criminal Code to ascertain whether a "severe mental disorder" was present at the time of the instant offense and/or is manifest at the time of the evaluation. The medico-legal concept of "severe mental disorder" includes psychotic states, severe depression with strong suicidal intent, severe personality disorders and neuropsychiatric disorders with marked impulsivity or psychotic features and, in a few cases, severe dementia and severe intellectual disability. Study inclusion criteria required that participants be proficient in the Swedish language and be without an acute psychotic disorder or intellectual disabilThis document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
ity. Participants provided written informed consent and then completed the Swedish translation of the TriPM as part of an assessment battery that included two additional self-report measures. Participants did not receive any compensation.
Sample 5: Italian Community Members
Participants were 1,091 community-dwelling adults living in a metropolitan area of central Italy who responded to university campus and online advertisements requesting potential volunteers for psychological studies. Participation was restricted to those who were native speakers of Italian. Nine participants (0.8%) missing more than 10% of responses on TriPM items were dropped from the study for a final sample composed of 1,082 participants. The majority of participants were female (57.0%) and the mean age was 34.28 years (SD ϭ 13.10). Regarding education, 71 (6.6%) participants had attained a junior high school degree, 592 (54.7%) participants had a high school degree, 394 (36.4%) participants had a 4-year college degree, and 20 (1.8%) participants had a graduate degree (e.g., MSc, PhD); 5 (0.5%) participants did not report their educational background.
Participants gave their written consent to participate in the study after it had been explained to them. The Italian translation of the TriPM (Sica et al., 2015; Somma, Borroni, Drislane, & Fossati, 2016) was then administered individually and completed anonymously, among other study measures. None of the participants received monetary compensation for taking part in the study.
Sample 6: Italian Adolescent Students
The data used for this sample were compiled from three previously published studies in which the Italian translation of the TriPM was administered (Somma et al., 2016) . Thus, a total of 2,365 participants who were attending high school in Italy were included in the final sample. The majority of participants were female (62.8%) and the mean age was 16.30 years (SD ϭ 1.59).
After obtaining institutional review board approval from appropriate agencies, researchers recruited potential participants from high school classrooms. Eligibility criteria required that participants be adolescent high school students who used Italian as a first language. In all samples, participants gave their written consent to participate in the study after it had been explained to them. When participants were under the age of 18, parents also provided written informed consent to allow participation. Participants were administered the Italian translation of the TriPM and additional study questionnaires in a randomized order while attending class. The measures were completed anonymously and administered by research assistants without teachers present in the classroom. Participants received no incentive for taking part in the study, as compensating minors for research participation is not permissible by law within Europe (e.g., Cherrill et al., 2007) .
Measures Triarchic Psychopathy Measure (TriPM; Patrick, 2010).
The TriPM is based on the triarchic model of psychopathy, proposed by Patrick et al. (2009) . The measure includes subscales indexing related, but distinguishable, broad factors of externalizing traits and behaviors (Disinhibition, Meanness) as well as propensities toward fearlessness and social fluency (Boldness) for a total of 58 items. Items are answered on a 4-point scale as false, somewhat false, somewhat true, and true. Descriptive statistics for the TriPM are provided for each sample as online supplemental materials.
For the first sample, the original English-language version of the questionnaire was translated into German by two persons working independently of each other and subsequently retranslated by a native speaker. The back-translation was examined for inconsistencies in content and wording. Incorrect back-translated items or items with altered meanings were changed and enrolled in another back-translation process. The Dutch translation of the TriPM (SoeAgnie et al., 2011) was similarly developed using a backtranslation procedure with an emphasis on retaining the meaning of item content. Recent findings indicate that this version of the instrument possesses good internal consistency and convergent validity with measures of psychopathy and aggression (van Dongen et al., 2017) .
The TriPM was translated into Swedish by two doctoral students and one postdoctoral fellow (see Sörman, Caman, Kristiansson, & Howner, 2013) . Following this, items were translated back into English by an independent translator. The back-translated items were reviewed by the author of the TriPM and individual items were subjected to additional rounds of back-translation until deemed satisfactory. The TriPM was independently translated into Italian by three psychologists who were fluent in both languages (see Sica et al., 2015; Somma et al., 2016) . After reaching a consensus, the Italian version was retranslated by a professional translator who used English as a first language. This backtranslation was sent to the author of the TriPM and any items with altered meanings were discussed to revise the Italian translation for semantic equivalence.
Triarchic Assessment Procedure for Inconsistent Responding (TAPIR; Mowle et al., 2016). The TAPIR is comprised of 13 pairs of items from the TriPM that tend to be highly correlated in both undergraduate and offender samples. Total scores for this scale are obtained by calculating the absolute difference between raw scores on paired items (range ϭ 0 -3) and summing these values (range ϭ 0 -39), 1 with higher scores thereby indicating greater inconsistency in endorsements of similar statements. Four item pairs contain one reverse-keyed item, and two pairs are composed of items that are both reverse-keyed. Prior to calculating scores on the TAPIR, reverse-keyed items on the TriPM should be coded according to the instrument scoring system (Patrick, 2010) .
Psychopathic Personality Inventory-Revised (PPI-R; Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005). The PPI-R is a widely researched selfreport measure of psychopathy that is frequently used in both community and forensic contexts. The questionnaire consists of 154 items rated on a 4-point scale (false, mostly false, mostly true, true) that are organized into eight subscales and four embedded validity scales, two of which assess inconsistent responding. These Inconsistent Responding (IR) indices are comprised of 15 (IR-15) or 40 (IR-40) highly correlated item pairs such that careless or inattentive responding increases the likelihood of raw score discrepancies within pairs. The IR-15 and IR-40 have previously 1 Syntax for calculating TAPIR scores is available from the first author upon request. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
demonstrated utility in detecting randomly generated protocols and differentiating inattentive from conscientious respondents (Lilienfeld & Widows, 2005 , 2006) . A subsample of Italian community-dwelling adults (n ϭ 452) and a subsample of Italian adolescent students (n ϭ 596) completed the Italian translation of the FFMRF, a self-report questionnaire that consists of 30 items representing the personality domains of the Five Factor Model (FFM). The Italian translation of the FFMRF was developed following the same back-translation procedures used for the Italian version of the TriPM and has demonstrated a factor structure congruent with the FFM (Somma et al., 2016) . Given previous negative associations between trait conscientiousness and inattentive responding (Furnham, Hyde, & Trickey, 2015; Kelley et al., 2016; Mowle et al., 2016) we focused on the Conscientiousness domain score which contains five items rated on a 5-point Likert scale from extremely low to extremely high. This scale demonstrated adequate internal consistency among the present samples of adolescents (␣ ϭ .73) and adults (␣ ϭ .82).
Results

TAPIR Item Properties
First, we examined correlations between paired items comprising the TAPIR scale within each of the six samples described above (see Table 1 ). Across these samples, there were generally moderate to strong correlations between paired items with 82% meeting the preliminary selection criteria used in development of the scale (Pearson's r Ն .35; Mowle et al., 2016) . We next examined the mean difference between raw scores of paired items as an additional indicator of response consistency (see Table 2 ). Such analyses are informative because paired items that are highly correlated are not necessarily endorsed in the same absolute manner. This can be a point of concern in that TAPIR scores are computed by summing absolute within-pair differences in raw scores, and thus the presence of item pairs with large mean differences would inflate estimates of inconsistent responding. For each sample, mean differences in raw scores between paired items tended to be relatively modest (64.1% Ͻ .75 and 98.7% Ͻ 1.00). For comparison purposes, the value of these raw score differences for random TriPM data would approximate 1.25.
Though our results generally were quite positive overall, two potentially problematic TAPIR item pairs emerged across the various samples. Items 31 and 46 (Disinhibition) exhibited interitem correlations ranging from .21 to .49 (r w ϭ .27) and mean differences ranging from .71 to 1.05 (mean w ϭ .96). In addition, items 44 and 54 (Boldness) demonstrated interitem correlations ranging from .15 to .35 (r w ϭ .26) and mean differences ranging from .78 to .99 (mean w ϭ .85). The properties of these particular item pairs suggest that they may not as effectively assess inattentive or random responding in non-English translations of the measure administered to European participants. It is difficult to give a completely satisfying explanation for the relatively diminished similarity of these items pairs (e.g., cultural differences, comparability of translations with original text); nevertheless, due to concerns about the cross-lingual and/or cross-cultural validity of these item pairs we created an alternative version of the TAPIR in which they were excluded. We then compared the performance of this shortened version with that of the original scale in identifying both complete and 50% random responding. The results of these analyses demonstrated that the shortened TAPIR was not appreciably superior to the original scale in predictive utility (see the online supplemental materials for descriptive and classification accuracy statistics). Accordingly, we elected to present findings This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
for the TAPIR with the original items retained, as preserving this scale in a standardized form across languages has the notable advantage of facilitating group comparisons.
Cross-Lingual/Cross-Cultural Reliability and Validity
The descriptive statistics for the 13-item TAPIR are provided for each sample in Table 3 . Compared with the Dutch communitydwelling sample, Dutch forensic psychiatric inpatients obtained significantly elevated inconsistency scores, t(762) ϭ 8.02, p Ͻ .01, d ϭ .60. On average, TAPIR scores for Swedish forensic detainees did not deviate substantially from those of community-dwelling samples (d ϭ Ϫ.16 -.21). In analyses of the associations between the TAPIR and the TriPM, the domains of Meanness and Disinhibition were significantly and positively correlated with inconsistency scores for the majority of the samples (see Table 3 ). In contrast, significant relationships between the TAPIR and Boldness were modest in magnitude and apparent only in the Dutch forensic psychiatric sample and Italian samples. The TAPIR and TriPM total scores were significantly positively associated in every sample.
Classification Accuracy
The performance of non-English versions of the TAPIR was further evaluated in terms of accuracy in discriminating between genuine responses and a set of randomly generated responses (N ϭ 1,000) on the TriPM. As would be expected given the distributional properties of random data, these protocols demonstrated appreciably higher TAPIR scores relative to each sample of genuine respondents (M ϭ 16.27, SD ϭ 3.51, ds ϭ 1.76 -2.73; see Table 4 ). In addition, TAPIR scores strongly predicted whether the data were from actual participants or randomly generated (AUCs ϭ .88 -.97). However, problematic inattentiveness extends beyond responding in an entirely random manner to instances in which only portions of a measure are completed carelessly. In particular, Handel and colleagues (2010) noted that when 40 -50% of data are randomly produced, mean scores on established validity This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.
scales rise to thresholds for invalidity. Based on these observations, we examined the classification accuracy of TAPIR scores using comparison samples containing 50% random responses, similar to the analyses performed by Mowle et al. (2016) in the derivation and initial validation of the TAPIR scale. These samples were created by randomly selecting 29 (50%) of the TriPM items for each individual in the six study samples and replacing responses with values randomly generated from a 4-point scale (see Handel et al., 2010; Mowle et al., 2016) . In comparison with their original counterparts, partially random samples demonstrated significantly elevated TAPIR scores (Ms ϭ 12.74 -13.98, SDs ϭ 3.07 -3.69, ds ϭ 1.06 -1.76; see Table 4 ). Although classification accuracy marginally decreased relative to the above findings with fully random comparison samples, TAPIR scores continued to strongly predict whether data contained randomly generated responses, with AUC values ranging from .78 to .89.
For each sample, we next examined the range of tentative cut scores identified by Mowle et al. as having optimal specificity and sensitivity in classifying genuine and fully randomly generated responses, respectively, on the TriPM (i.e., 11 to 13; Table 5 ). These cut scores generally achieved high rates of specificity in our four community-dwelling samples (73.4 -94.3%) and sample of Swedish forensic detainees (81.4 -88.4%), although these values were somewhat below rates obtained by ). Rates of specificity in our sample of Dutch forensic psychiatric inpatients (61.9 -73.6%) were lower, as would be expected given that this group demonstrated relatively elevated TAPIR scores, on average; however, classification accuracy at the proposed cut scores was comparable to findings from the Mowle et al. samples of U.S. incarcerated offenders (64.3-79.2%). The sensitivity rates for detecting fully (85.7-95.1%) and partially random responding (51.7-83.6%) were within similarly reasonable ranges.
Predictive Validity With External Measures
The availability of external indicators of attentiveness and conscientiousness for a number of study participants provided for further investigation of the validity of the TAPIR in non-English translations of the measure. First, we examined the relation between TAPIR scores and the embedded inconsistency scales of the PPI-R, the IR-15 and IR-40. Among a subsample of Dutch forensic psychiatric inpatients who also completed the PPI-R (n ϭ 132), TAPIR scores were moderately associated with the IR-15, r ϭ .35, p Ͻ .01 and IR-40, r ϭ .42, p Ͻ .01. These associations were present among a subsample of Dutch community members who completed the PPI-R (n ϭ 359), although the correlations were attenuated (IR-15 r ϭ .17, p Ͻ .01; IR-40 r ϭ .25, p Ͻ .01). Additionally, TAPIR scores for German university students were significantly correlated with the PPI-R IR-15, r ϭ .22, p Ͻ .01 and IR-40, r ϭ .33, p Ͻ .01.
Last, we examined the association between inconsistent responding and the Conscientiousness domain of the Five Factor Note. TAPIR ϭ Triarchic Assessment Procedure for Inconsistent Responding. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
Model. Consistent with previous findings, the TAPIR was negatively, although weakly, associated with FFMRF Conscientiousness among a subsample of Italian adolescents (n ϭ 596; r ϭ Ϫ.10, p Ͻ .05); however, this relationship was not observed for the subsample of Italian community adults completing the FFMRF (n ϭ 452; r ϭ Ϫ.02, p ϭ .63).
Effect of Inconsistency on TriPM/PPI-R Validity Coefficients
To provide a demonstration of the practical advantages of the TAPIR, we examined the effect of removing participants exceeding proposed TAPIR cut-off values on associations between the TriPM and PPI-R (combined n ϭ 1,694, see online supplemental materials for separate findings by sample). Prior to separating participants into groups by response validity, correlations were generally strong between the TriPM and PPI-R total scores, r ϭ .81, p Ͻ .01, and conceptually corresponding domains (Boldness and Fearless Dominance, r ϭ .79, p Ͻ .01; Disinhibition and Self-Centered Impulsivity, r ϭ .62, p Ͻ .01; Meanness and Coldheartedness, r ϭ .55, p Ͻ .01). When using a TAPIR cut score of Ն13 for classification purposes, correlations among consistent responders (n ϭ 1,563) slightly improved, whereas those among inconsistent respondents (n ϭ 151) were attenuated for TriPM and PPI-R total scores (.82 vs. .56); Disinhibition and SCI (.64 vs. .28); and, to a lesser extent, Boldness and FD (.80 vs. .73) and Meanness and CH (.55 vs. .43). Using the Fisher r-to-Z transformation, comparisons between respective correlation coefficients indicated that the differences between groups were significant, ps Ͻ .05, with the exception of Meanness and CH, p ϭ .07. When using a more conservative cut score of Ն11 (n ϭ 1,392; n ϭ 302) these discrepancies remained sizable and significant, ps Ͻ .01 (Total, .83 vs. .68; Disinhibition and SCI, .65 vs. .45; Boldness and FD, .81 vs. .71), again with the exception of the difference in magnitudes for Meanness and CH (.55 vs. .50, p ϭ .28).
Potential for Detecting All True or All False Patterns
The TAPIR closely resembles the VRIN scale of the MMPI-2 (Butcher, Dahlstrom, Graham, Tellegen, & Kaemmer, 1989) in terms of identifying inconsistent responding using pairs of items that are semantically similar. However, in some instances inattentiveness may manifest as fixed responding, that is, all true or all false endorsement patterns, which has traditionally been assessed using a separate validity scale (e.g., MMPI-2 TRIN). We conducted a supplemental investigation on the ability of the TAPIR to identify this type of problematic responding by modifying respondent data such that 10 randomly selected items on the TriPM were retained and the remaining items were reassigned as true. Whereas scoring procedures for TRIN provide for identifying the direction of fixed responding (true or false), we did not designate a particular inconsistent response to item pairs on the TAPIR that would facilitate this discrimination. Rather, we retained the above scoring procedures for the scale such that the absolute value of the discrepancy between raw scores on paired items would be the same regardless of whether the response to both items was true or false. We report the results for an all true simulation, as fixed responding in either direction would produce the same within-pair absolute difference, equivalent scores on the TAPIR, and thus redundant findings. The TAPIR effectively distinguished between fixed responding and genuine responding across our six samples (AUCs ϭ .82-.94, see online supplemental materials), primarily due to the inclusion of four item pairs on the scale that contain one reversekeyed item.
Discussion
The present study is the first to examine the validity of a newly developed inconsistency scale for the TriPM, termed the TAPIR (Mowle et al., 2016) , among non-English versions of the measure. The TAPIR appears useful for the Dutch, German, Swedish, and Italian translations of the TriPM and effectively identifies careless responding in multiple European samples of community members, university students, forensic psychiatric inpatients, forensic detainees, and adolescents. For the four assessed languages, item pairs comprising the TAPIR achieved psychometric properties largely consistent with the selection criteria used when initially forming the scale. Because two item pairs of the TAPIR emerged as potentially problematic when administered in non-English languages, we removed these and computed scores for a reducedlength adaptation of the scale. However, the effectiveness of this modified version of the TAPIR in predicting fully or partially random responses on the TriPM was not appreciably different from the performance of the original scale, and we therefore elected to focus on study results for the full-length version. This preservation of the TAPIR in a standardized form is important for facilitating comparisons across culturally diverse groups completing the TriPM in different languages. That said, we would suggest that future research continue to investigate the performance of individual item pairs given indications in this research that two of them may be problematic.
All told, the suggestion from our findings that language-specific revisions to the TAPIR are unnecessary for the evaluated translations converges with previous research on the inconsistency indices of the MMPI-2 (Ketterer et al., 2010) and MMPI-2-RF (Shkalim et al., 2016) . These investigations are distinct from the current study in that Korean and Hebrew versions of VRIN/TRIN, and VRIN-r/TRIN-r, respectively, were newly developed by reexamining the entire array of interitem correlations to identify optimal item pairs within samples, rather than by shortening the Englishlanguage scales. Nevertheless, neither the Korean nor the Hebrew reconstruction of these inconsistency scales exhibited an advantage over the original English-language item pairs in terms of predictive validity. The authors accordingly recommended applying the English-language scales to these translations, a conclusion we too reached concerning the TAPIR in this study. Relatedly, we expanded upon the findings of Mowle et al. (2016) with evidence suggesting that the TAPIR may function similarly to TRIN in terms of effectively screening for fixed responding resulting in all true or all false endorsement patterns. However, in contrast to TRIN, the TAPIR does not presently identify the direction of this response style, and some arguments have been made that random responding and fixed responding should be assessed by separate scales (e.g., Benning & Freeman, 2017) . Whether a more sensitive assessment of fixed responding could be developed from the existing items of the TriPM remains a question for future investigation. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
Consistent with observations for U.S. participants Mowle et al., 2016) , forensic psychiatric inpatients obtained elevated scores on the TAPIR in comparison with a communitydwelling sample, controlling for language and culture. Higher inconsistency scores theoretically should be expected among psychiatric patients given the possibility of symptoms that interfere with attention, including confusion, thought disturbances, fatigue, and poor motivation. Although difficulties with comprehension and conscientiousness may be present in offenders awaiting adjudication (e.g., Mowle et al.), we did not find indications of relative elevation in TAPIR scores for the Swedish sample of forensic detainees. One potential explanation for the absence of mean differences in inconsistent responding involves variations in methodology between the forensic detainee and community-dwelling samples. Whereas forensic detainees were individually administered the TriPM in the context of an extensive in-person evaluation, the community-dwelling samples completed the measure in relatively unmonitored settings (e.g., as an online survey, as a group). These disparities may have contributed to heightened attention among forensic detainees relative to community members and students, resulting in an apparent uniformity in TAPIR scores. It is also important to acknowledge the smaller sample size of forensic detainees and the presence of lingual and cultural confounds in making comparisons across our community-dwelling samples.
The specificity rates reported for tentative profile validity cut scores were somewhat reduced among our non-English language samples relative to specificity rates for U.S. samples in which the TAPIR has been examined (Mowle et al., 2016) . Similar to observations regarding correctional samples in the United States, specificity for Dutch forensic psychiatric inpatients was appreciably lower relative to community-dwelling samples when using the same cut score for validity classification (e.g., 61.9% vs. 81.3% when TAPIR score Ն11), which reflects the relatively elevated response inconsistency in this sample. These statistics may, however, underestimate the predictive utility of the TAPIR in forensic psychiatric contexts as they presume, likely inaccurately, that every inpatient participant conscientiously completed the measure. Indeed, Dutch forensic inpatients exceeding TAPIR cut-scores similarly obtained significantly elevated scores on the inconsistency scales of the PPI-R, suggesting these participants were genuinely inattentive in responding, as opposed to misclassified using the TAPIR. When applying the TAPIR in research settings, consideration should be given to the estimated prevalence of careless responding in the population to evaluate the applicability of possible cut scores.
Notably, we did not include specific values for positive and negative predictive power based on our data because, unlike sensitivity and specificity, these indices are contingent on the base rate of inconsistent responding. The base rate of inconsistent responding in our research was artificially determined for randomly generated comparison groups. However, in interpreting sensitivity and specificity we encourage consideration of the reciprocal influence of base rates on positive and negative predictive power; for example, that higher rates of careless responding would generally improve positive predictive power and reduce negative predictive power.
Concerning criterion validity, participants with higher TAPIR scores, whether forensic psychiatric inpatients, community members, or university students, tended to obtain higher scores on the two inconsistency scales of the PPI-R, the IR-15 and IR-40. This provides additional evidence for the validity of the TAPIR as an index of inconsistent responding. Additionally, among a subsample of Italian adolescents elevated TAPIR scores corresponded to lower self-reported conscientiousness, although the responses of Italian community adults did not display this association. These findings give some support to the notion that responding to survey questionnaires reflects, in part, stable individual differences, and that people are somewhat consistent in the inconsistency of their responses (Bowling et al., 2016) , at least when completing measures under the same conditions in one sitting. We further demonstrated that correlations between theoretically corresponding domains of the TriPM and PPI-R were noticeably attenuated among participants exceeding proposed TAPIR cut scores relative to associations observed for those responding in a generally consistent manner. Although the exclusion of inconsistent respondents did not dramatically improve the magnitude of associations among the remaining participants, such procedures may be especially relevant to the fidelity of research dependent on mean scores or identification of extreme groups, given that participants responding inconsistently tend to produce more pathological profiles (e.g., Benning & Freeman, 2017; Kelley et al., 2016) . The effect of inconsistent responding on validity coefficients may also be more pronounced when examining the convergence of psychopathic traits with other constructs and/or using multimethod approaches.
TAPIR scores were moderately associated with higher scores on TriPM total, Meanness, and Disinhibition in the majority of samples; however, this does not necessarily indicate a genuine relationship between psychopathic traits and inconsistent responding. In particular, these associations may be artificially created because of the nature of inconsistency scales and general absence of highly elevated scores on Meanness and Disinhibition in the present samples. That is, participants consistently denying these traits would obtain lower scores on both the TAPIR and TriPM; however, there are few participants unwaveringly endorsing these characteristics to offset this correspondence. Those who do self-report aspects of Meanness and Disinhibition may be more likely to respond inconsistently as the items are on a continuum of severity and thus some may be endorsed more strongly than others (e.g., making insulting comments vs. callously disregarding others).
Notably, the current study exclusively examined the performance of the TAPIR among persons in Western Europe with versions of the TriPM in the official language of each country. Accordingly, whether the TAPIR is universally applicable requires further investigation with other translations administered in a broad range of cultures (e.g., East Asian, South American). In addition, the generalizability of the TAPIR depends upon additional comparisons between adult and adolescent populations of the same culture and language to determine the influence of developmental stage on attention and response consistency. Last, we examined the cross-language performance of the TAPIR using samples in which 50% and 100% of item values were randomly generated based on the methodology of previous studies. The extent to which findings generalize using different procedures to generate comparison groups and/or different assumptions about the percentage of random responses that approximates problematic inattentiveness in participants remains a question for future study. This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
In summary, study results cross-validate and expand upon earlier English-language findings (Mowle et al., 2016) , suggesting that the TAPIR functions as an effective measure of response inconsistency among multiple non-English versions of the TriPM and can be applied without modification to detect problematic responding due to disregard for item content. The satisfactory performance of the TAPIR was evident not only across languages, but across diverse study methodologies, including different settings, administration procedures, and participant demographics. Although continued research with existing and future translations of the TriPM is required to determine the scope of support for the TAPIR, the current findings offer encouraging evidence for the cross-language generalizability of this scale.
